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ABSTBiCI 

Project PAVE was lapleaented in Travis High School, 
AttstlQt Texas, to extend and coordinate serflces for certain high 
flchool special education students. Pour coaponents were crucial to 
the Project PAVE aodel: parental Involveaent, acadeaic achieveaent, 
vocational prograalng, and extracurricular opportunities* . The project 
evaluation, conducted in 1977*76, focused on whether PAVE activities 
should' be disseainated to other school districts and whether PAVE 
should be adopted by other schools in' the Austin Independent School 
District. The follovlng 'areas were investigated: (1> special student 
participation in school activities: (2) attendance and dropout 
statistics: (3) fulfillaent of prelect objectives: (4) credits earned 
toward graduation: (5) low-cost activities: (€1 staff's tiae 
re'guireaenta and perceptions of prelect effectiveness: (7) 
iapleaentatlon in other l^ustin schools: C9) utilization of planning 
process activities: <9> new types of decision aaking and involveaent 
of parents, students, and counselors: (10) achleveaent gains: (11) 
student participation In vocational activities: and (12) changes In 
teaching practices and attitudes. (Data pertaining to these questions 
are suaaari^ed, and questionnaires used to collect data are 
appen^d) • (6DC) 
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Appendix A 
PLANNING CONFERENCE DATA 



Instrunent Description: Planning Conference Data 



Brief description of the instrument ; 

The Planning Conference Data form provided a coding procedure for the 
planning conferences. One sheet was filled out by the project staff 
after each planning conference* 

To wh om was the instrument administefedg . ^ 

The form was used to code planning conferences during the 1977-78 school 

How many times was the Instrument administ ered? 

- t 

Once for each student discussed at a planning conference. . 
When was the instnanent administer ed? 
Throughout the 1977-78 school year. 
Who administered the Instrument ? 

The evaluator monitored the P.A.V.E.'s staff's compilation of the 
Informatloti. 

What training did the administrators have ? 

General training in inatniment and interview administration. 

Was the Instrument administered under standardized conditions? 

Mo. 

Who developed the Instrument ? 

" ■ — III — ^1 ^^^^^ ^ ^ 

PAVE staff developed the form and the Evaluator from the Office of 
Research and Evaluation developed the monitoring procedures. 

Were there problems with the Instrument or the administration that might 
affect the validity of the data ? 

No. , 
What reliability and validity data are available on the instrxmient? 
None. 

Are there norm data available for Interpreting the results ? 
No. 
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Purpose 

The pf imary purpose of this Instrument was to determine the extent to 
which parents were Involved In making long and short range educational 
9 plans for their children. The following questions were addressed: 

* 

Decision Question 2.0: Should Proj,ect P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools 

of A.I.S.D.? 

Evaluation Question 2.5: To what extent are parents, students 

and counselors Involved In declslpn 
making? 

2.12: How many parents participate In P.A.V.E. 
activities (conferences, meetings)? 



Procedure 

This instrument was developed by the P.A.V.E. staff and monitored by the 
evaluator. The planning conference form Is presented in Figure A-1. 

Throughout the 1977-78 school year parents of Travis High School special 
education students were requested to attend meetings at school regarding 
educational plans for their children. There were basically two types of 
meetings: a Planning Conference, and an Individual Educational program 
(lEP). Planning conferences were held throughout the year. These meetings 
were attended by Che student's special education teacher, a P.A.V.E. staff 
member, and the parent (s) of the special education student. During these 
meetings, parents were provided with Information concerning the special 
education services available at Travis. Based upon the parents' Input 
and approval, the goal of these meetings was to arrive at a decision 
concerning the educational program of the special education student. The 
lEP was similar to the planning conferences In terms of goals. The lEP 
meetings differed from the planning conferences Insofar as the lEP were 
group meetings. As a largs group, the parents received information about 
program options at Travis. After the information sharing, parents would 
meet individually with the special education teachers and Project P.A.V.E. 
staff to decide upon an educational program for their children. 

After each session the minutes of meetings were recorded on the Planning 
Conference data form by the Project P.A.7.E. staff ra^nber. These forms 
provided information as to whether or not the respective parents parti- 
cipated in the decision making process. 

These results were tabulated by hand. 
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Summary of Results ^ . , 

Forty-five 'Of 64 (70. 3Z) parents participated In either a planning 
conference or an lEP meeting. Twenty of 6A (31.2%) parents attended 
planning conferences wheireas 25 of 64 (39. IZ) parents attended the 
lEP meet-!ngs. Nineteen of 64 (29. 7Z) parents did not. .attend either 
type of meeting. 

Students attended these meetings In two situations (4.4Z). 



Figure A-2 presents the attendance rates for these meetings by grade 
level. 



School .counselors did not attend either type of meeting. 




PLAMMm; CONFERENCE 




Student Name: 



Date: 



Persons Attending: 



Vocational Testing: 



GAIB Results: 



Date: 
Date: 



WRXOT Results: 



A 



McCarron Dials 

Results: 

SPIB Results: 



Date: 
Date: 



Other : ' 

Parent Interest: 
Student Interest: 

Diploma Plan: VAC (Work Study) 

Regular 

J 

Long Range Plans: 

Tentative. Schedule: (This Year) 

Ist Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 



Comments : 



Figure A- I: PLANNING CONFERENCE FORM. 
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Grade Level 


Planning Conferences 


lEP Meeting 


V 

NonJ 


|ittender8« 


9th--grade 


11 (39.32) 


10 


(35.7Z) 


7 


(25.0X) 


lOth-grade 


7 (38.92) 


6 


(33.3%) 


5 


(27.8%) 


^ llth-grade 


2 (13. 3Z) 


7 


(A6.7%) 


6 


(AO.0%) 


12th-grade 


0 (00.0%) 


2 


(66.7%) 


1 


(33.3%) 


Total 


20 (31. 2Z) 


25 


(39.1%) 


19 


(29.7%) . 



Figure ATTENDANCE RAT&T©R«*lJkNNING CONFERENCES AND lEP MEETINGS fiY GRADE LEVEL 
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Inscruaent Description: L.S.T^ Analysis 




Brief description of the instrtment : 



The L.S.T. Analysis form provided a categorical coding procedure for 
the L.S.T. discussions. One sheet was filled out by the Project 
P.A.V.E. planning coordinator each time a student was discussed. 

To whan was the instnanent administered? 

The form was used to code L.S.T. meetings during the 1977-78 school 
year. 

How many times was the instnment administered? 

Once for each student discussed at each L.S.T. meeting. 

When was the instnmient administered? 

From September, 1977 to Kay, 1978 at L.S.T. meetings which were held 
once each week. 

Who ad^tinistered the instrument? 

Project P.A.V.E. Planning/Dissemination Coordinator. 

What training did the administrators have? 

General training in instniment and interview administration. 

Was the Instnmient administered under standardized conditions? 

No. 

Were there problems with the Instrument or the administration that 
might affect the validity of the data? 

No. 

Who developed the Instnmient ? 

1976-77 Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and 
Evaluation. 

What reliability and validity data are available on the Instrument? 

Inter-rater reliability was established informally. 

Are there norm data available for Interpreting the results? 

No. 
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L.S.T. ANALYSIS 



Purpose 

In the fall of 1976> the Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator designed and began 
administering the L.S.T. Analysis form. This form was designed to sum- 
marize the services and decisions for special education students which 
derived from the L.S.T. On the form are coded: the basis for referral, 
the changes suggested and those made previously for a student, and the 
possible processes accounting for a decision (processes include sharing 
information, availability or lack of program options) . The information 
from this form was used to answer the following questions: 

Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools 

of A.I.S.D.? 

Evaluation Question 2.4: What kinds of decisions are now made 

about special education students that 
were not made before implenentation 
of the Systematic Planning Process? 

.2.9: What changes Ij^ervices to students 
derived frcm/uie L.S.T.? 



Procedure 

The form was pilot tested, to determine rater agreement, in September, 
1976, by the Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator and Coordinator. A high degree 
of agreement led the evaluator to adopt the instrument and continue 
using It .o code the weekly L.S.T. meetings. During the 1977-78 school 
year, the coordinator attended the weekly L.S.T. meetings and continued 
to use the form. Th'^ Project P.A.V.E. staff assisted the coordinator in 
checking students' schedules and teachers to provide needed follow-up 
information. 

The following were the primary codes for changes r 

(a) no change - the student received no new fptmul service. 

(b) support services - in this category was classified any direct service 
relating to the reason for referral, to. the, student or parent. 
Providing a student with a staff member to check in with every 

day, were exanples Of suggestions coded ' "on-campus support refer- 
rals." Specific referrals to a community agency were coded as 
"off-campus support referrals." 

(c) schedule change - changes in a student's teach^ for a course, a 
course within a department, or from a course in one department to 
a course In another department were coded In this category. 
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(d) program change^- a more substantial change than a schedule change - 
a change Into focatlonal program, or a major change within voca-> 
tional programs, or into ot out of special educational program. 

The following were the primary coding questions to determine the possi- 
ble processes accounting for a decision: ' 

(a) evaluating information - sharing as "crucial, helpful, or unnecei^ 
sary." Primarily this provided a basis for coding a decision to 
make no changes. Through a discussion, it may occur that the 
best option at the time would be to continue services as is. And 
when information-sharing was seen as 4'cnv:ial" or "helpful" and yet 
change was made, this category was Important. 

(b) "L.S.T. membSt^ werte motivated or f rustrated." 

When no changes were made, this allowed for a coding of whether the 
* process was still helpful ("motivated") or whether there was a clear 
awareness. that one of a variety of changes needed to be made, but 
the options were not available ("frustrated") . 



Sungnary of Results 

During 1975-76, special education students were discussed by the L.S.T. 
seven times. During 1976-77, special education students were discussed 
by the L.S.T. 126 times. During 1977-78, special education students 
were discussed 66 times. 

Fewer changes were made for this year's 9th-grade students than for last 
year's 9th-grade students. This year 10 of 27 (37.0%) 9th-graders 
received changes whereas 12 of 25 (48%) 9th-grade students received 
changes last year. Five of 19 (26.3%) 9th-grade students received 
changes during the 1975-76 school year. 

Fewer changes were made for this year's lOth-grade students than for last 
year's lOth-grade students. This year 5 of 18 (27.7%) lOth-graders 
received changes whereas 9 of 18 (50%) lOth-grade students received 
changes last year. 

More changes were made for this year's llth-grade students than for 
last year's llth-grade students. This year 9 of 18 (50%) llth-graders 
received changes, whereas 3 of 14 (21.4%) llth-graders received changes 
last year. 

More special education students did well this year, as measured by a 
student earning 5 or more credits for each quarter, than last year. 
This year 35 of 63 (55.5%) special education students dld'well, whereas 
24 of 36 (42.1%) special education students did well last year. 

For the concerns referred to the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 school year, 
20 (30.3%) times the L.S.T. w».s not able to resolve these concerns. 
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Seven times this was becaus^the L.S..T. did not .have enough information 
about the needs of the students. Five times this was because the L.S.T. 
did not have available program options which would have met the student's 
needs. Eight times the L.S.T. recommendations were not implemented. 

For the concerns referred to the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 school year 
15 times these concerns were resolved satisfactorily for the L.S.T. by 
placing a student in a different course or program. Nine times a 
program or course change failed to resolve the concerns. 

Figure B-1 presents the 1976-77 and 1977-78 L.S.T. 's suggested. 
Implemented, and helpful changes for 9th, 10th, and llth-graders 
combined. 

Figure' B-2 presents the changes and number of students doing well as 
analyzed by grade level for the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school years. 

Figure B-3 presents the changes for students as analyzed for each 
specific student for the 1977-78 school year. 
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Number Suggested Number Implemented Number Helpful* 





1976-77 


1977-78 


1976-77 


1977-78 


1976-77 


1977-78 


(a) no changes 


33 


13 


33 


13 






(b) on-*campu8 referrals 


5 


15 


3 


15 






(c) off-campus referrals 


9 


8 


9 


5 






(d) schedule changes 


12 


9 


6 


8 


5 


4 


(e) program changes 


27 


21 


26 


16 


20 


11 


*A change was classified as 


"helpful" 


if the student received credit (s) 


for the new 


course(s). ' 





Figure B-1. SUGGESTED, IMPLEMENTED AND HELPFUL 
CHANGES RECOMMENDED BY THE L.S,T. 
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Grade level and year: 9th 76-77 9th 77-78 10th 76-77 IQfh 77-78 11th 76-77 lltb 77-78 

Total number in grade: 25 27 18 18 14 18 

1. Total (Z) doing well* 12 (48Z) 17 (62.9%) 7 (38.9Z) 9 (50%) 5 (27.8%) 9 (50%) 

2. Total (%) for whom no 13 (52%) 17 (62.9%) 9 (50%) 13 (72.2%) 11 (78.6%) 9 (50%) 
changes were ouade 

3. Total (%) for whom no 5 (38.9%) 5 (29.4%) 5 .(55;6%) 5 (38.4%) 7 (63.6%) 4 (44.4%) 
changes were made who 

were not doing well 

4. Schedule changes 4 3 2 2 0 3 
3. Schedule changes helpful** 3 2 2 0 0 2 

6. Program changes 9 4 13 3 4 5 

7. Program changes helpful 8 2 9 2 3 3 

* "doing well" was defined by a student's earning five or more credits for each of the three quarters. 
** "helpful" was defined by a student's earning credits in the new course(s). 

Figure B-2. YEARLY STATUS OF CHANGES FOR 
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS. 
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27 9th«grader8 

17: students were not dl8':u88ed by the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 
school year. 

12: doing well; these students averaged 16.3 credits this year. 
5: not doing well*; these students averaged 10.2 credits for 
the school year. 

3: students were discussed by the L.S.T., but did net receive any 
change of services as a result of the meeting. 
0: doing well. 

3t not doing well; these students averaged 4 credits this year* 

5: L.S.T. recoomended that the resource teachers assist these students. 
3: doing well; these students averaged 17.3 credits this year. 
2: not doing well; these students averaged 9.5 credits this year. 

1: L.S.T. reconmended that the studeut be referred to a coanmnity 
. agency for psychiatric counseling; student not doing well; earned 
7 credits for the school year. 

3: L.S.T. recommended schedule changes for students. 

1: recommended for VEH; successful; student doing well; earned 

17 credits this year. 
1: recommended OJT; successful; student not doing well; earned 

4 credits this year. ^ 
1: recomnended student take an auto mechanics course; not 

successful; student not doing well; eamad 0 credits this 

year . 

4: L.S.T. recommended program changes. 
2: into special education. 

1: student not doing well for the year (earned 11 credits), 
but program change was successful since student earned 
5 credits for the 3rd quarter after change was made. 
1: student not doing well; earned 8 credits for the year. 
1: recoomtended vocational curriculum; stxident doing well; earned 

15 credits this year. 
1: recommended a change in instructional arrangement from inte- 
grated to resource; student not doing well; earned 0 credits 
this year. 

* "doing well" was defined by a student's earning five or more credits 
for each of the three quarters. A schedule or program change was 
"successful" if the student received credit for the new course or program 

Figure B-3. CHANGES FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
STUDENTS DERIVED FROM L.S.T. 
(Page 1 of 3) 
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18 lOth^graders ^ 

12: stiidents were not dlscusaed by the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 school 
year. 

8: doing well; these stxidents averaged 16.37 credits this yefr. 
4: not doing well; these students averaged 10.25 credits fqr 
the school year. 

3: students were discussed by the L.S.T. but did not receive any 
change of services as a result of the meeting. 
0: doing well. 
1: dropped out of school. 

2: not doing well; these students. averaged 1.5 credits this year. 

5: L.S.T. recommended that the resource teachers assist these students. 
0: doing well. 
3: dropped out. 

2: not doing well; these students averaged 5.3 credits this year. 

1: L.S.T. recommended a ?arent Conference; student not doing well; 
earned 11 credits this year. 

Xx recoomended that student receive help from EeSeS^A*; student dropped 

OUte 

2: recommended that student receive help from outside community ^agencies* 
1: referred to Project Trye 

1: referred to Shoal Creek Alcoholic Unit (Pe.ieAeSeAe); student 
not doing well; earned 1 credit this year* 

2: L«S«T« recommended schedule changes for students^ 

1: recommended a change of teacher; not successful; student 
dropped out« 

1: recommended that student be placed In the resource room; not 

sxiccessful; student not doing well; earned 10 credits this year* . 

3: L«S«Te reconnended program changes* 

2: recommended vocational curriculum « 

1: successful; student doing well; earned 16 credits this year* 
1: successful; student not doing well; earned 12 credits this 
year« 

1: recommended self*»contalned classroom; not successful; student 
not doing well; earned 11 credits this year* 

18 llth-graders 

9: students were not discussed by the LeS«T« during the 1977-78 school 
year* 

5: doing well; these stxidents averaged 17*8 credits this year« 
4: not doing well; these students averaged 12 credits for the 
school year* 



Figure B-»3« (continued » Page 2 of 3) 
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2: students were discussed by the L.S.T., but did not receive any 
change of services as a result j£ the meeting* 
1: dropped out of school* 

1: not. doing well; earned 9 credits this year. 

2: L.S.T. recononended that the resource teachers assist these students. 
Both doing well; these students averaged 16.5 credits this year. 

3: reccMnmended that student receive help from outside community agency. 
1: referred to Texas Rehabilitation Ckxomission. 
1: referred to UT Job Readiness Clinic. 

1: recoincended psychiatric counseling; not implemented, student 
. not doing well; earned 9 credits this year. 

3: L.S.T. recommended schedule changes for students 
2: recoimnended VEH. 

1: successful; student doing well; earned 16 credits this year. 
1: not successful; student not doing well; earned 6 credits 
this year. 

1: recommended OJT; successful; student not doing well; earned 
9 credits this year, 

3: L.S.T. recommended program changes. 

2: recommended change in instructional arrangement from integrated 
to resource; not successful; students not doing well; these 
students averaged 4 credits for this year. 
2: into special education. 

1: successful; student doing well; earned 15 credits this year. 
1: successful; student: not doing well; earned 12 credits this 
year. 

1: recommended vocational curriculum; successful; student doing well; 
earned 16 credits this year. 

3 12th~grader3 # 

3: L.S.T. recommended program changes. 

1: into special education; sticcessful; student doing well; earned 

18 credits this year. 
1: recommended change in instructional arrangeBjent from Integrated 

to resource; successful; student doing well; earned 16 credits 

this y^r. 

1: recommended vocational curriculum; successful; student not doing 
well; earned 12 credits this year. 

Figure B-3 (continued. Page 3 of 3) 
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L.S.T. ANiiLYSIS 
Student Name 2. Date 



3. Number of times this student has been previously discussed by LST 

4. Referral: teacher requested 6 -^eek review 

i n-depth review ^follow-up o ther 

5. Reason for Referral: 



As a result of this meeting: 

6. Student will receive no new formal service 

7. Services will be discussed as a result of support personnel Inquiry 
(e.g., testing, home visit) 

8. Teachers will be informed about materials 

9. Student or parent will receive support services (e.g., counseling, 
tutor) 

10. The student's schedule will change 

11. A new program Option will be initiated 

12. LST became ARD committee to provide new program to student > 

13. Follow-up was not scheduled 

lA. Information generated by LST discussion: 

15. The alternative decided upon by LST was: 

most effective acceptable minimally acceptable 

16. Information-sharing relative to the procedure decided upon was: 
_^crucial helpful unnecessary 

17. LST members were: motivated through sharing of information 

^frustrated at lack of program options 

Procedures recommended Procedures actually carried Feedback of proced- 
by the LST: out: ures and results 

given? 

To whom? 



Figure B-A. L.S.T. ANALYSIS FORM 
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InstruBttnt D««crlptlo&: Stud«nt Transcrlp't Data ^ 



Brief .description of fthe instrument : 

Student transcripts with report^^ds provided the following Inf oxoui- 
tlon: student achievement (credits earned), the vocational classet' in 
which special education students enrolled* and the number of resourCi? 
ro<» and "out-classes"^ in which a student was enrolled. 

To whom was the Instrtment administered? 

* 

Transcripts of 9th, 10th» and llth-gracle special education students 
from 1976-77 and 1977-78 were used. 

How many times was the Instrument administered? 

Once. 

When was the Instnmient administered? 
Throughout the 1977-78 school year. 
Who administered .the instrument? 

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation. 

What training did the administrators have? 

General training in instniment and interview administration. 

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions? 

Yes. 

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that 
might affect the validity of the data ? 

No. 

Who developed the instrtment? 

Project P.A.V.E Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation. 
What reliability and validity data are available on the instnmient? 
None. 

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results ? 
No. 
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STUDENT TRANSCRIPT DATA 



Purpose 

There were three main purposes in reviewing the transcripts: (1) to 
determine the number of credits earned by special education students, 
(2) to determine the vocational classes and P. A. V.E. -supported classes 
in which special education students were enrolled, and (3) to deter~ 
mine the number of resource room and but-classes (regular classes, not 
in the resource room) in which 9th-grade special education over the 
past three years were enrolled. The following questions were addressed: 

Decision Question 1.0: Should ProjecTTTA.V.E. activities be 

disseminated to opher districts? 

Evaluation Question 1.1: To what extent have school sponsored 

activities involved special educa- 
tion students? 

1.4: To what extent have identified spe- 
cial education students earned cre- 
dits toward gradiiatlon? 

Decision Question 2.0: Should Ifroject P.A.V.E. be adopted by 

schools of Ail.S.p.? 

Evaluation Question 2.6: What dn^/ea are there in student 
' achlevsment? 

2.7: What Is student participation in 

alternative programming options and 
other P.A.V.E. activities? 



Procedure 

Each student's transcript in the registrar's office was reviewed by 
Che evaluator. 

1. Achievement . To compare one grade level across two years (e.g. 
9th-grader8 in 1976-77 compared to 9th-grader8 in 1977-73) , 
credit data were compiled for each student enrolled in 1977-78 
that did not drop out. Credit data for students enrolled in 
1975-76 and 1976-77, were taken from the 1976-77 Technical Report 
for Project P.A.V.E. To compare one group of students across 
years (e.g., 9th graders in 1976-77 compared to themselves as 
lOth-graders in 1977-78), only transcripts of those students who 
were registered for all six quarters of the two year period were 
used* 
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For conparlaons of grade levels across years, data were analysed 
using a t-test for uncorrelaced meatis* To compare one group across 
grade levels, data were analyzed using a t-test for correlated 
means* 

2; Vocational classes* A list was made of the vocational classes In 
which students were enrolled. 

3. Degree of aalnstr earning * For 9th->grader^ln 1975-76, 1976-77, and 
1977-78 a table was made of the special education and regular 
education classes In which they were. enroD.ed and In which they 
received credit for the first quarter of the 9th grade. 



Summary of Results • ^ 

1. Achievement 

There were no significant differences In the total credits, special 
education, regular, or vocational credits earned^ between this year's 
9th-grader8 and last year's 9th-grade class. Altheughvthe mean for 
1977-78 9th-grade special education students was below \he mean for 
1976-77 ^,9iU><frdd^s in all four categories,; these differences were 
not significant. (See Figure C-1) 

During 1977-78, lOth-grade special edaoatiqn students earned fewer 
total yearly credits and regular credit^ than did the 1976-77 10th- 
grade special education class* This yc»^'s class earned more 
special education and vocational credits than did last year's 
class.' These differences, however, were not statistically sig- 
nificant, (see Figure C-2) 

^jC^ring 1977-78, llth-gv^de special education students, earned more 
^'^'^ special education credits, but fewer total yearly, regular, and 
vocational credits than did the 1976-7'^ llth-grade class. Again, 
these differences were not statistically significant, (see Figure 
C-3). 

This year's lOth-graders earned significantly more vocational 
credits this year than they did last year as 9th-grader8. There 
were no other significant differences found* (see Figure C-A) 

This year's llth-graders earned significantly more special educa- 
tion and Vocational credits this year than they did last year as 
lOth-graders. (see Figure C-5) 

2. Vocational classes and other P.A.V.E. -related classes. 

Travis High School special education students participated in the 
following vocational programs (not all of which are located at 
that school's campus: 
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Regular Vocational Programs : 
Cooperative Vocational Academic Education (CVAE) 
small engine repair 
auto body repair 
Vocational Education Claaaea 
food service 
cosmetology 
bricklaying 
letter press 
Special Education Programs ; 

Pre-vocatlonal class In the resource room 
Vocational Education for the Handicapped (VEH) 
office duplication procedures 
general construction trades 
clerical practices 
building trades 
On the Job Training (OJT) 
cafeteria work station 

OJT under the leadership of the vocational adjustment 
coordinator 

For the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school y<»?»r, the following number of 
studeniis participated in vocational courses (not coxintlng ihe 
pre-vocational course) : 



Figure C-6 presents the number of students participating In each 
vocational option. 

Twenty-six special education students were enrolled in the Adaptive 
Physical Education course during the 1977-78 school year. 

Fifteen students enrolled and received credit for the Pre-employ- 
ment Lab taught during the 1977-78 school year. 

Two students participated in the on-campus, cafeteria Work-station. 
Both students participated in this course for two quarters. 

These data are presented in Figure C-6. 

Degree of Mains treaming 

The 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78 first quarter schedules of 9th- 
graders were obtained to determine if the students were spending 
comparable amounts of time in special education and regular classes 
to determine if special education students were being mainstreamed 



1976-77 



1977-78 



10 of 25 (AOX). 
10 of 18 (55. 6Z) 
8 of JA (57. 2Z) 



.9th-graders 
lOth-graders 
llth-graders 



12 of 27 (44. 4Z) 
11 of 18 (61.1%) 
14 of 18 (78.3%) 
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more or less than in previous years. The number of credits earned 
was us^d as an indication of the success of these placements. 
During the first quarter special education students were scheduled 
into regular classes during 1977 slightly more often than in the 
past, but they tended to earn approximately the same number of 
credits as in the past. 

These data are presented in Figure C-7. 




NUMBER STANDARD 

VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION 

Total Yearly Credits 

1977-78 27 13.3703 A. 7729 

1976-77 17 15.3529 2.760 



STANDARD 
ERROR 



0.919 



0.669 



t- 
VALUE 



1.7363 



DEGREES OF TUO-TAILBD 
FREEDOM PROBABILITY 



42 



0.0898 



Special Education Credits 
1977-78 27 3.814 3.397 

1976-77 17 4.824 3.450 



0.654 
0,687 



0.9310 



42 



0.3570 



Regular Education Credits 
1977-78 27 9.5555 5.3517 



1976-77 



17 



10.5294 3.875 



1.029 
0.940 



0.6355 



42 



0.5284 



Vocational Credits 



1977-78 



1976-77 



27 



17 



1.4074 2.098 



2.5294 2.348 



0.403 
0.570 



1.6105 



42 



0.1147 



Figure C-1. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 1976-77 
AND 1977-78 9TH-GRADE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS. 
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NUi3ER 
VARIABLE OF CASES 



MEAN 



1976-77 



STANDARD 
DEVIATION 



Total Yearly Credits 
1977-78 18 12.1111 5.2005 



13.8571 3.3A8 



STANDARD 
ERROR 



1.2257 
0.8950 



t- 
VALUE 



1.057 



DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 



30 



TWO-TAILED 
PROBABILITY 



0.2986 



Special Education Credits 
1977-78 18 5.5555 5.0088 

1976-77 lA 3.71A3 2.8670 



1.1805 
0.7666 



0.2105 



30 



0.83A6 



Regular Education Credits 
1977-7e 18 6.6111 5.852A 



1976-77 



lA 



10.1A29 A, 092 



1.279A 
1.09A 



1.860 



30 



0.0725 



Vocational Credits 



1977-78 



1976-77 



18 



lA 



5.0555 A.385A 



3.8571 A. 365 



1.0336 
1.167 



0.7AAO 



30 



0.A626 



Figure C-2. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 1976-77 
AND 1977-78 lOTH GRADE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS. 

33 



ERIC 



I 



NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD 

VARIABLE OP CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR 

Total Yearly Credits 

1977-78 18 13.388 A.7A2 1.118 

1976-77 8 15.125 3.907 1.381 



t- 
VALUE 



0.8720 



DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 



24 



TWO-TAILED 
PROBABILITY 



0.3918 



Special Education Credits 
1977-78 18 6.833 5.659 

1976-77 8 5.625 6.301 



1.334 
2.228 



0.4658 



24 



0.6454 



Regular Education Credits 
1977-78 18 6.5555 6.061 

1976-77 8 9.500 5.202 



1.428 
1.871 



1.1458 



24 



0.2631 



Vocational Credits 



1977-78 



1976-77 



18 



6.500 



7.625 



5.894 



6.653 



1.389 
2.352 



0.4145 



24 



0.6822 



Figure 0-3. T-TEST COriPARISGNS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 1976-77 
AND 1977-78 IITH-GRADE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS. 
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0 

NUMBER STANDARD 

VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION 

total Yearly Credits 

9th-8rade 12.666 6.174 
18 

I'Oth-grade 12.111 5.201 



STANDARD 
ERROR 



1.A55 
1.226 



t- 
VALUE 



0.A509 




£ES OF TWO-TAILED 
FREEIXM PROBABILITY 



17 



0.6577 



Special Education Credits 
9thTgrade 4.77B 



18 



lOth-grade 



5.555 



A. 772 
5.009 



1.125 
1.181 



0.6025 



17 



0.55A8 



Regular Education Credits 
9th-grade 7.3i^ 



18 



lOth-grade 



6.6U 



A. 887 
5.852 



1.152 
1.379 



0.6123 



17 



0.5A8A 



Vocational Credits 



9th-grade 
lOth-grade 



18 



1.94A 



2.363 



5.055 A. 385 



0.557 
1.03A 



3.2536 



17 



0.00A6 



Flaure C-A. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDIT? EARNED BETWEEN 9TH-GRADERS 
In 1976-77 COMPARED TO THEMSELVES AS lOTH-GRADERS IN 
1977-78. 
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NUMBER STANDARD 
VARIABLE OP CASES MEAN DEVIATION 



STANDARD t~ DEGREES OF TUO-TAILBD 

ERROR VALUE FREEDOM PROBABILITY 



Total Yearly Credits 



lOth-grade 
llth-grade 



18 



12.880 
13.388 



4.40A 
4.742 



1.038 
1.118 



0.4768 



17 



0.6395 



Special Education Credits 



lOth-grade 
llth-grade 



18 



4.444 
6.833 



4.368 
5.659 



1.029 
1.334 



2.5050 



17 



0.0227 



Regular Education Credits 



lOth-grade 
llth-grade 



18 



8.444 
6.555 



4.755 
6.061 



1.121 
1.428 



1.814 



17 



0.0873 



Vocational Credits 



lOth-grade 
llth-grade 



18 



3.555 
6.555 



..218 
5.894 



0.944 



1.389 



2.5659 



17 



0.0200 




Figure C-5. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNEDs BETWEEN lOTH-GRADE, 

STUDENTS IN 1976-77 COMPARED TO THEMSELVES AS IITH-GRADERS 
' IN 1977-78. 
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1975-76 



1976-77 



1977-78 



CVAE 


Grade: 9th 
0 


10th 
0 


11th 
0 


9th 
3 


10th 

* 

1 


11th 
0 


9th 
5 


10th 
2 


nth 

3 


Pre~vocatlonal course* 


12 


3 


1 


15 


3 


2 


8 


1 


2 


VEH* 


was 


not offered 


4 


6 


1 


4 


7 


4 


Vocational education class 


0 


3 


4 


1 


5 


4 


0 


2 


2 


Cafeteria work station* 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 


1 


0 


0 


2 


On the Job training (OJT)* 


0 


3 


2 


1 


1 


4 


3 


5 


8 



^special education program options 



Figure C-6. VOCATIONAL PARTICIPATION: TOTAL NUMBER OF 
STUDENTS IN EACH GRADE PARTICIPATING FOR 
ONE OR MORE QUARTERS. 




38 



2>n 



ERIC 



number of students 

scheduled into the resource 
room (total credits) 

scheduled into the resource 
room (average per student) 

scheduled into the regular 
classes (total credits) 

scheduled into regular 
classes (average per student) 

credits earned in resource 
room (total credits) 

average credits earned in 
resource room 

ctedits earned in regular 
classes (total credits) 

;^verage credits earned 

I 
I 

' Figure 



1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 

16.00 16 22 

26.00 36 34 

1.63 2.25 1.33 

62.00 59 102 

3.87 3.68 4.81 

24.00 34.00 32 

1.50 2.12 1.25 

47 51 72 

2.93 * 3.18 3.25 



USE OF ON-CAMPOS TIME FOR 9TH-GRADERS 
DURING THE FIRST QUARTER. 
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STUDENT ATTENDANCE DATA 
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InstruBttnt O««crlptlon: Student Attendance Date 
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Brief description of the instrument : 

Attendance and drop-out (school leaver) information on special education 
students was gathered from the attendance office of Travis High School. 

To whom was the Instrument administered? 

All 9th, Ipth, and llth^grade identified special education «ttudents in 
1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. 

How many times was the Instrument administered? 
Once. 

When was the Instrument administered? 

Throughout the year. 

Who administered the Instrument? 

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation. 

What training did the administrators have? 

General training in instrtment and Interview administration. 

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions? 

No. 

Were there problems with the Instrument or the administration that might 
affect the validi » :y of the data? 

No. 

Who developed the instrument ? 

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation. 
What reliability and validity data are available on the Instrument? 
None. 

Hre there norm data available for interpreting the results ? 
No. 
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STUDENT ATTENDANCE DATA 



Purposft 

The purpose was to exanlne changes In attendmice rates and drop-out 
(school leaver) ratiss for 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. The following 
questions were addreased: 

Decision Question 1: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be dissem- 
inated to other districts? 

4 

Evaluation Question 1.2: What are the attendance and drop-out 

statistics for special education 
students? 

Decision Question 2: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools 

of A.I.S.D.? 

Evaluation Question 2.6: What changes are there in student 

drop-out rate and att >ndance? 



Procedure 

Attendance rates for 1977-78 of non-drop-outs (those who enrolled and 
did not drop-out for at least two of the three quarters), the same 
sample used for the comparison of credits earned, were collected from 
the attendance office of Travis High School. The attendance figures 
are expressed in terms of number of absences for the year. 

Attendance rates for non-drop-outs for 1975-76 and 1976-77 were taken 
from the 1976-77 Technical Report for Project P.A.V.E. 

Drop-out rates for 1977-78 were determined by withdrawal notices printed 
weekly by the Travis High School attendance office and by corresponding 
Indications of withdrawal in the attendance record books. 

Drop-out rates for 1975-76 and 1976-77 were taken from the 1976-77 
Technical Report for Project P.A.V.E. 

Since there was no significant difference between the attendance or 
drop-out rates for 1975-76 and 1976-77, t-tests were computed comparing 
the data from 1976-77 and 1977-78. 
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Sumnary of Results 

There was no 8lgnlf4.cant difference in attendance rates for any group 
this year compared to last year* The di;op-out rate for this year is 
less than ic was for last year. 

The t- tests for attendance data are presented in Figure D-1* 

The attendance rates are presented in Figure D<-2. 

The yearly drop-out rates are presented in Figure D-3. 
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NUMBER 
VARIABLE OF CASES 



MEAN 



STANBARD 
DEVIATION 



STANDARD 
ERROR 



VALUE 



DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 



TWO-TAILED 
PROBABILITY 



9th-gra<le 
1977-78 27 
X976-77 17 



27.888 



27.552 



5.302 



0.5630 



42 



0.576A 



lOth-grade 
1977-78 18 
1976-77 14 



28.611 
28.500 



32.616 
20.869 



7.688 
5.577 



0.0117 



30 



0.9906 



llth-grade 
1977-78 18 
1976-77 8 



23.167 
28.750 



21.462 
22.340 



5.058 
7.898 



0.5808 



24 



0.5667 



Figure l)-l. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF ATTENDANCE RATES BY 
GRADE LEVEL BETWEEN 1976-77 AND 1977-78 / 
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS 
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Gradtt 


Tear 


Munbar of 
Students 


Average 




xy / 3*» / 0 


1/ 






1976-77 


17 


23.4 




1977-78 


27 . 


27.8 


Tenth 


1975-76 


r 

11 


31.0 




1976^7 


14 


28.5 




1977-78 


18 


28.6 


Eleventh 


1975-76 


5 


14.i 




1976-77 


8 


28.8 




1977-78 


18 


23.1 



Figure D-2. 



AVERAGE YEARLY ABSENCES FOR 
NON-DROP-OUTS 

(expressed In number of days 
absent for the year) 



1975-76 ^ 



1976-77 



1977-78 



Total number of special 
I education students 

t 

; Number leaving school 

Percentage leaving 
school 



49 
14 

28.6% 



60 
17 

28.3% 



66 
13 

19.6% 



I. 



Figure D-3. DROP-OUT RATE 
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InstruMnt D««crlptioa: Staff QtMStiotmalre 



griftf description of th» Instrument : 

The staff questionnaire provided information from the staff of Travis *' 
High School regarding their assessment of Project P.A.V.E.'s impact on 
their csmpus. The staff members were asked to evaluate th^ visibility, 
effectiveness, and probability of continuation of the various objectives 
proposed by Project P.A.V.E. The staff were asked to evaluate only 
those activities they %iere involved with. 

To whom was the instrument administered? 

Travis High School Principal and Assistant Principal, the resource room 
teachers, and a random ssmple of all classroom teachers with at least 
one identified special education student registered. 

How many times was the instrtmient administered? 

Once. « 

Who administered the Instnaaent ? 

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator^^fi^m the Office of Research and Evaluation. 

What training did the administrators have? 

General training in instrument and interview administration. 

Was the Instnment administered under standardized conditions? 
No. 

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might 
affect the validity of the data ? 

Since some of the regular teachers did not respond to the instnmient, it 
is possible that their responses may vary from those teachers who did 
respond. 

Who developed the Instrument ? 

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation. 
What reliability and validity data are available on the Instrument? 
None. 

Are there norm data available for inttr^retin^ the results? 
No. 
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STAFF. QUESTIONNAIRE 



Purpose 

The primary pvorpose of this Instrument was to determine: (1) the aware- 
ness of the staff of the objectives of Project P.A.V.E., (2) the per- 
ceived value of these ofyiactlves* and (3) the perceived possibility of 
continuing the objectives of Project P.A.V.E. for the coming year. The 
following quttstlotis were addressed: 

Decision Question 1.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be 

dls^lnated to other districts? 

Evaluai:ldn Question 1.6: How do schools personnel perceive 

Project P.A.V.E. *s effectiveness? 

Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools 

of A.I.S.D.? 

Evaluarlop Question 2.8: What chajpiges are there In teacher's 

reported classroom practices and 
* attitudes with identified special 

education students? 

/i 2.10: What activities do L.S.T. members 

think they can and will carry on 
without P.A.V.E.? 

2.11: Do teachers who attend in-service 
training report positive effects 
for their work with special education 
students? 



Procedure 

This Instrument's developed by the evaluator and reviewed by the Project 
P.A.V.E. coojdilTator. For ejach objective of Project P.A.V.E. the staff 
was asked to assess: (1) wliether the objectives had been carsied out, 
(2) whether the objectives were effective, and (3) the probalylllty that 
the< objective would lie continued next year. 

Since not all of the staff were involved with all of the Project P.A.V.E. 
activities, staff members were asked to respond to only those objectives 
with which they were involved. This necessitated the development of 3 
forms of the questionnaire: (1) an administrative form given to the 
principal, assistant principal, and counselors (see Figure E-1); (2) a 
special education form, given to the special education teachers, . (see 
Figure E-2); and (3) a regular form given to regular teachers who had 
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had at least one identified special education/student during the year 
(see Figure E-3) . These three forms dif f eseo only In terms of the 
objectives evaluated. 

The regular form also Included questions about the effectiveness of the 
Inservice tradiiing program provided by Project P.A.V.E. (see Figure 
B-3). 

Questionnaires were distributed to the principal, assistant principal, 
all 4 counselors, all 3 special education teachers, and a random sample 
of 30 regular classroom teachers. Questionnaires were returned from the 
principal, assistant principal, 3 of the 4 counselors, all 3 special 
education teachers, and 12 of the 30 regular classroom teachers. 

The questionnaire was administered in May, 1978. Results were content 
coded and tabulated by hand. 



Summary of ResultSc f 



The staff perceived the following activities as being most helpful: 
1) Jr. -Sr. conference, 2) vocational testing, 3) planning conferences, 
4) pre-employment lab, 5) adaptive P.E., 6) cafeteria work station, 
7) student monitoring, 8) In-depth review, 9) parental involvement, 
and 10) materials use and dissoalnatlon. 




Nine of 11 (81.8%) teachers surveyed indicated that there was' increased 
communication between the reg\ilar teachers and the special education 
teachers. All 11 teachers indicated that the presence of Project P.A.V.E. 
on their campxlB had created an awareness of the needs of special education 
students. Ten of 1 wwcichers felt that whenever possible special education 
students should be ^avolved in the regular clasdroom. These same ten 
teachers, however, agreed that the amount of time requires of the regular 
teacher to meet the needs of the special education students takes ayay 
from the learning of regular students. Seven of the 11 (63.6%) teachers 
felt that there were not sufficient resources available to regular 
teachers to help them meet the needs of special education students. 

The following activities will probably be continued next year in the 
absence of Project P.A.V.E.: 1) vocational testing^ 2) student monitor- 
ing, 3) in-depth rg)n.ews, 4) teacher meetings, and 5) materials use and 
dlssanlnatlon. 

Eight of 9 teachers surveyed indicated that the Inservice program was 
effective and that the training r^elved in the workshop generalized 
to the classroom. \^ 

Figure E-4 presents the results of the administrative form of the staff \ 
survey. 
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Figure E-5 presents the r«)sult8 of the special education form of the 
staff survey.^ ^ 

Figure E-6 presents the results of the regular form of the staff survey 



Staff Questionnaire 
Administrative Form 



Position: Principal 

Assistant Principal 
Counselor- 
activity Visibility 

Has this activity 
been carried out? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don't Know 



1. Vocational 
Testing 



J- 



2 3 



Effectiveness 

This activity has been: 

1. definitely helpful 

2. moderately helpful 

3. somewhat helpful 

A. of questionable help 
5. no Information 



1 2 5 



Probability of Continuation 

1, will definitely continue 
will probably continue 
may or may not continue 
will probably not continue 
will not continue— depends 
entirely on P.A.V.E. 



2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



I 



2. Planning 
Conferences 
(Parents) 



12 3 



12 3 4 5 6 



3. Planning 
Conferences 
* (Students) 



12 3 



1 2 3 4 5 6 



4. 


Student 

Monitoring 1 


2 


3 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 




2 


3 


4 


5 ^ 


5. 


In-depth Revlewl 


2 


3 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6. 


Teacher Meetings 


2 


3 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 



7. Materials Use , lot/. 

and Dissemination rr f 

^ tl L 



Figure E-1. ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE. 

ERIC 




Special fiducatlbn Form 
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Position: Principal 

Assistant Principal 
Counselors (3) 



Activity 

> 

J. . — , 


Visibility 

Has this activity 

been carried out? 

Don^t 

Yes No Know 


Effectiveness 

This activity has been 

1. definitely helpful 

2. moderately helpful 

3. scmevhat helpful 

4. of questionable help 

5. of no help 

6. no information 

1 2 3 4 5 6 


Probability of Continuation 

1. will definitely continue 

2. will probably continue 

3. may or may not continue 

4. will probably not continue 

5. will not continue - depends 
entirely on P.A.V.E* 

V 

1 2 3 4 ^ 


I. Vocational 
TestinR 


■ M , ^ 

3 0 2 


3 0 0 0 0 2 


2 110 0 


2. Planning 
Conferences 
(Parents) 


5 0 0 


2 2 0 1 0 0 
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3. Planning 
Conferences 
(Students) 
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2 110 0 
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4« Student 
MonltorinR 
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^10 10 


5. In-depth 
• 

Review 
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1110 11 


2 0 10 1 


6. Teacher 
MeetlnRs 


3 0 2 


110 0 12 


2 10 10 


7« Materials Use 

and DiHsemination 


5 0 0 


3 2 0 0 0 0 


2 110 0 



Figure E~4. ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
Responses reported as frequencies 
Administered May, 1978 



Position: Special ctducatloi^ taachars (2) 
Ralplng tMcher 

Activity 



•K. 



Vlslbiim 

Has this 4<^tlvlty bean 
carried out? 



1. Parent Interview 



2. Jr. -Sr. Conference 



Yes 



Mo 
0 



Don*t Know 
0 



3. Vocational Testing, 



4. Student Interview 



5. Planning Conference (Parents) 



6. Planning Conference (Students) 



7. Pre-mployment Lab 



8. Adaptive P.E. 



9. Cafeteria Work Station 



10. Student Orientation 



11. Student i.Monitoring 



12. In-depth Review 



13. Parental Involvement 



lA. Materials Use and Dissemination 



15. Regular Teacher Inservice Program 



16. Training in Vocational Assessment 



J 



Figure E-5. SPECIAL EDUCATION STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
Responses reported as frequencies 
Administered May, 1978 (Page 1 of 3) 
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This activity has b««n: 

1. dafinitaly helpful 

2. aodermtaly helpful 
3* somewhat helpful 
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6. no information 
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Figure E>5. (continued. Page 2 of 3) . 
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1. Parent Interview 



J 



Probability of Continuation 
1« vill definitely continue 
2, will probably continue 
3* nay or oay not continue 
4, will probably not continue 
5* will not contlnue-depends 
entirely on P,A«V«S« V 



2. Jr.-Sr« Conference 



3» Vocational Testing 



4. Sttident Interview 



5. Planning Conferences (Parents) 



6. Planning Conferences (Students)' 



7« Pre-employment Lab 



8« Adaptive P»E» 



9. Cafeteria Work Station 



10. Student Orientation 



11 « Student Monitoring 



^2. In-depth Review 



13. Parental Involvement 



14. Materials Use and Dissemination 



15. Regular Teacher Inservice Program 



16. Training in Vocational Assessment 
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Figure E-5. (continued. Page 3 of 3). 
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Figure E-6. REGULAR TEACHER STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Appendix F 
A.I.S.D. STAFF SURVEY 
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^ F-1 
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Inscruawnt Dascrlptlon: A.I.S.D. Staff Survey 



Brief deacrlption of the Instrument t 

The A.I.S.D. staff survey provided infomation from special education 
teachers regarding the extent to which the same or similar activities 
developed by Project P.A.V.E. at Travis High School* have been imple- 
mented in the district's high schools. 

To whom was the instrument administered ? 

/ 

One special education teacher was randomly selected from each high 

HoiXmany times was the instrument administered? 
Once. 

Who administered the instrument ? 

Project P.A.V.S. Evaluator from the Offi6e of Research and Evaluation. 

« 

What training did the administrators have? 

General training in instrument and interview administration. 

Was the Instrument administered under standardized conditions? 

No. 

Were there problems with the Instrument or the administration that 
might affect the validity of the data ? 

Only seven of eight schools responded to the survey. 

Who developed the instrument ? ^ 

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation. 

What reliability and validity data are available on the Instrument? 

None. 

Are there norm data a^llable for Interpreting the results? 
No. 
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A.I.S.D^. STAFF SURVEY 



Purpose 

The prlnary purpose of this Instrument was to determine the extent to 
which the same os similar activities developed by Project P.A.V.E. at , 
Tr^ls High School* have been Implemented In the Austin Independent 
School District. 

The following questions were addressed: ^ 

Oeclsloa Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by 

schools of A.X.S.D.? 

Evaluation Question 2.2: To what extent have the same or 

similar activities developed by 
P.A.V.E. been Implemented In other 
schools of A.X.S.D.? 



Procedure 

\. This Instrment was developed by the evaluator and reviewed by the 
Project P.A.V.E. coordinator, and Is presented In Figure F->3. A 
special education teacher was randomly selected from each high school 
campus. The InsHpument was mailed to the teachers In advance so that 
they could think ^bout.^ the questions. The teachers had the option of 
either filling out the survey and mailing It to the evaluator, or 
responding to It throtigh a phone Interview. 

The interview consisted of 19 multiple choice Items concerning the 
following ten activities: 

(1) Parent Interview 

(2) Junior High-Senior High School Conference 

(3) Vocational Assessment 

(4) Student Interview 

(5) Parental Involvement 

(6) Vocational Curriculum 

(7) Adaptive P.E. 

(8) Student Orientation 

(9) Student Monitoring 

(10) L.S.T. / 

Results were tabulated by hand. 




Suaanary of Results 

Two of the seven responalng schools reported that most of the parents 
of special education students are interviewed at the beginning of the 
year regarding the needs Af their children* The other five schools 
reported that sons of the parents are interviewed* 

* 

Six of the schools reported that the parents are interviewed at parent 
conferences held at the school. Four schools reported that parents are 
also interviewed via home visits and phone contacts* 

All seven schools reported that the high school special education 
teachers seek the input of the junior high school special education 
teachers regarding th^ needs of the incoming 9th~grade special educa~ 
tlon students. 

All seven of the schools reported that they receive this input from 
the Junior high school teachers through a formal meeting. 

Five of the seven schools reported that some of the special education 
students were vocationally assessed » vhereaa two schools reported that 
special education students were rarely assessecl. ^ 

Concerning the types of vocational tests used, five schools reported 
that they used the General Aptitude Test Battery, and three schools 
stated that they have used Che Kuder Occupational Interest Survey • 

Five of the seven schools reported all special education students were 
Interviewed regarding their problems and successes In both regular and 
special education classes. One school reported that most of the 
special education students were Interviewed and one school reported 
that no students were Interviewed. 

All six of the schools th^ reported that ^racx^l education students 
were Interviewed stated tha^the Interviewees conducted In the con- 
text of a counseling sesslon^^^ 

In terms of the parents* Involvem^ik&r In the long and short range plan*- 
nlng for their children, four s(|l\ools reported that the parents* Input 
was used In the development of Ofi Individual Education Program (lEP) • 
Two schools reported that the patents attended the lEP meeting but did 
not take an active role. One school reported that parents reviewed 
the lEP after It was developed* 

Four schools reported that their campus provided a vocational curriculum 
(i.e., job finding skills) designed specifically for the needs of 
special education students. 

None of the seven schools provided Adaptive P.^. courses during the 
1977-78 school year. 
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Four of the schools reported that special education students attended 
an orientation regarding resources on their campus. This orlent^^fei^n 
was held In the context of an orientation ^or the r^tilar student a. 

All seven schools reported that they had^N^ystem for monitoring the 
progress of special education stxi^ents In regular classes. Six 
schools stated that special education teachers personally contacted 
the regular teachers.- Four schools stated that regular teachers 
personally contacted the special education teachers. All seven schools 
stated that this monitoring process Included written communications 
between the regular teachers and the special education teachers. /\ 

One school reported that special education students are monitored every 
two weeks, five schools reported that these students are monitored 
every three weeks, whereas one school stated that these stxidents are 
monitored every six weeks. 

Not including the annual A.R.D., four schools reported that special 
education students were reviewed by the L.S.T. for discipline 
referrals. Three schools reported that special education students 
were reviewed for excessive absenteeism, and two schools stated that 
special education students were reviewed by the L.S.T. «dien3.hey were 
failing classes. 

Only two of the seven schools reported that the results of vocational 
assessme^tt were used when discussing opf'^ns available to special 
education students being discussed by th L.S.T. 

» 

Figure F-1 presents the responses to the <;(ue8tlonnaire. 
Figure F-2 presents the A.I.S.D. §taff Survey. 
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1. Are parents of special education students interviewed? 

a. all parents are interviewed 0 

b. most parents are interviewed 2 

c. some parents are interviewed 5 

d. no parents are Interviewed 0 

2. How is the parent interview completed? 

a. home visit 4 

b. phone contact 4 

c. parent conference at school 6 

3. Do high school special education teachers seek the input of Junior 
. high school special education teachers regarding the needs of the 

Incoming 9«th grade students? 

a. Yes • 7 

b. Mo 0 

4/ Hoy Is this Input received? 

a. meeting 7 

b. /phone contact 0 
c* written comments on student's folder 

5. To what extent are special education students vocationally 
assessed? 

a. all students are tested 0 

b. most students are tested 0 

c» some students are tested 5 ^ 

d. students are rarely tested 2 

6. Which vocational tests are used? 

a. General Aptitude Test Battery 5 

b. Non-verbal Aptitude Test Battery 0 
McCarron-Olals Work Evaluation System 0 

d. Wide Range Interest Opinion Test 0 

e. Kuder Occupational Interest Survey 3 

7. Are special education students Interviewed regarding their 
problems and successes In both regular and special education 
classes? 

a. all students are Interviewed 5 
h. most students are Interviewed 1 
Ce some students are Interviewed 0 
d. students /are not Interviewed 1 

Figure I F-l. A.I.S.D. STAFF SURVEY 

( Responses recorded as frequencies 

Administered May. 1978 
(Page I of 3) 
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9* To %ihat extent are parents involved in the long «ui short range 
planning for their children? 

a* input used in development of lEP 4 

b. attend lEP but do not take an active role 2 

c. review lEP after it is developed 1 

10. Does your school provide a vocational curriculum (i.e., job finding 
skills) designed specifically for the needs of special education 
students? 

a. Yes A 

b. No 3 

11* Does your campus provide Adaptive pIe.? 

a. Yes 0 

b. No 7 

12. Do ii^coming special education students attend an orientation 
regarding resources on your campus? 

a. Yes 4 

b. No 3 

13. What form does this orientation take? 

a. In the context of orientation with regular students 4 

b. in a separate orientation session 0 

14. Do you have a system for monitoring the progress of special educa«> 
~ tlon students in regular classes? 

a. Yes 7 

b. No 0 ^ 

19. How are students monitored? 

a. special education teachers personally contact 

regular teachers 6 
b* regular teachers personally contact special 

education teachers ^ 4 

c* written communication between the regular teachers 

and special education teachers 7 

16* How often are special education students monitored? 

a* every two weeks 1 

b* every three weeks 5 

c* every six weeks 1 



Figure F-le <contlg|ted. Page 2 of 3) 



Mot Including the annual A*R.D. , how often ara apeclal education 

students reviewed by the L.S.T.? 

a. they are never discussed 0 

b* when they are failing courses 2 

c. excessive absenteeism 3 

d. discipline referrals A 

Are the results of vocational assessment used when discussing 
options available to special education students being discussed 
by the L.S.T.? 

a. Yes 2 

b. No 5 



/ 



. / 

Figure F-1. (continued. Page 3 of 3) 
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A.I. S^/ Staff Survay ^ 

1. Are the parents of special education students Interviewed at the 
beginning of rhe year regar-iing the needs of their children? 

a. all parents' are interviewed. 

b. aost of the parents ar« interviewed. 

c. some of the parents are interviewed. 

d. none of the parents are interviewed. 

2. If so, how is the interview completed? (Choose more than 1 option 
if appropriate) 

a. home visit. 

b. phone contact. 

c. parent conference at school. 

3. Do the high school special education teachers seek the input of the 
Junior high school special education teachers regarding the needs 
of the Incoming ninth grade special education students? 

a. Yes b. No 

4. If so, how is this input received? (Choose more f> 1 option if 
appropriate) 

a. meeting 

b. phone contact 

c. written comments on student's folder 

d. other 



5. To what extent are special education students vocationally assessed? 

a. all students are tested. 

b. most students are tested. 

c. some students are tested. 

d. students are rarely tested. 

6. Which tests are used? (Choose more than 1 option if £ti^propr'.ate) 

a. General Aptitude Test Battery 

b. Non-verbal Aptitude Test Battery 

c. McCarron-Dlals Work Evaluation System 

d. Wide Range Interest Opinion Test 

e. Kuder Occupational Interest Survey 

f. Other 



7. Are special education students interviewed regarding their problems 
and successes in both regular and special education classes? 

a. all students are interviewed. 

b. moat students are interviewed. 

c. some students are interviewed, 
a. students are not interviewed. 



Figure F-.2: AISD STAFF SURVEY (Page 1 of 3). 
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8. If sot how Is this mtervitw condtictad? 
a. a set interview la used. 

h. Interview conducted in the context of a counseling sess^tfnT 

9. To what extent are parents involved in the long and short range 
p l an nin g for their children? 

a. input used In development of lEP* 

b. Attend IE? but do not take an actjj(ej5:sle* 

c. Review of lEP after it is developed* 

10. Does your school provide a vocational curriculum (i.e., job 
finding skills) designed specifically for the needs of special 
education students? 

a. Yes b. No 

11. Does your campus provide Adaptive P.E* classes? 
a. Yes b. No 



12. If Yes» who are the P.E. courses primarily designed for? 
' a. physically handicapped. 

b. learning disabled students. 

c. both physically handicapped and learning disabled. 

13. Do incoming special education students attend an orientation 
regarding resources on your campus? 

a. Yes b. No 

14. If Yes, what form does this orientation take? 

a. in the context of orientation with regular students. 

b. in a separate orientation session for special education 
students only. 

15. Do you have a system for monitoring the progress of special 
education students in regular classes? 

a. Yes b. No 

16. If Yes. how are the students monitored? 

a. S :lal education teachers personally contact the regular 
teachers. L m 

b. Regular teachers personally contact special education teachers. 

c. Written communication between regular teachers and special 
education teachers. 

17. How often are special education students monitored? 

a. every 3 weeks. 

b. every 6 weeks. 

c. every week(s) 

d. only when difficulties arise. 
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Not including the anhual A.R.D,» how ofttn are special education 
stiidecTts reviewed by the L.S.T.? 

a. they are never discussed outside A.R.D* 

b. when they are failing courses. 

c. excessive absenteeism. 

d. discipline referrals. 

e. every week(s) . 

f . other 



Are the restilts of vocational assessment used when discussing 
options available to special education students being discussed 
by the L.S.T.? 
a. Yes b. No 



Figure F-2. (continued. Page 3 of 3) 
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Znstrum«nc Description: P*A*V*E* Activities and Verification Doctments 



Brief description of the instrument : 

The P.A.V.E. activities and verification documents were comoiled by 
project staff and organized into a notebook. 

To whom was the instrument administered ? 

All P.A.V.E. activities that were specified in the 1977-78 project grant. 

How many tines was the instrument administered? 

Throughout the year. 

Who administered the Instrument? 

The evaluator monitored the P.A.V.E. staff's compilation of the informa- 
tion. 

What training did the administrators have? 

General training In Instrument and interview administration. 

Was the Instrument adroiniste Jed under standardized conditions? 

No. 

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might 
affect the validity of the data ? 

No. 

Who developed the Instrument? 

P.A.V.E. staff developed the documentation procedures and the Evaluator 
from the Office of Research and ^valuation developed the monltoi:5ng 
procedures. 

What reliability and validity data are available on the Instmment ? 
None. 

Are there norm data available for Interpreting the results ? 
No. 
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P.A.V.E. ACTIVITXES AND VERIHCATION DOC^^fEMTS 



Purpose 



The purpose of P.A.V.E.*s activities and verification doctments was to 
provide records of activities and disssnination materials. The evalu- 
ator'^s monitoring of this provided information relevant to the extent 
to which the^model was implemented. The information from this was used 
to answer the following questions: 

Decision Question 1.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be dis- 
seminated to other districts? ^ 



Have objectives for the project been 
met? 

What activities can be done by school 
personnel without additional expense? 
Vhat^ time commitment and personnel 
commitment are required for school 
personnel to conduct P.A.V.E, acti- 
vities and how do they perceive its 
effectiveness? 

Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adop^ .d b:* schools 

of A.I.S.D.? 

Evaluation Questions: 2.3 What Systematic Planning Process acti- 
vities have been most utilized? 
2.7 What is student participation in 

alternative progranming options and 
other P.A.V.E. activities? 
2.12 How many parents participate in 
P.A.V.E. amvitles? 



Evaluation Questions: 1.3 

1.5 
1.6 



Procedure 

At the beginning of the 1977-78 school year, the Project P.A.V.E. staff 
developed the documentation notebook. This notebook was organized accord 
ing to the various objectives. Each objective was described and the 
relevant activities detailed. This description also Included rationales, 
time frames, staff responsibilities, and verification procedures. The 
notebook also contained a Strategy Review and Evaluation Information on 
each objective. The strategy review (see Figure G-1) documented any 
procedural or tine changes that occurred during the year. Reasons for 
these changes were also noted. The strat^y review also contained rec- 
coomendations for future implementation of the objectives based on the 
problems encountered. The evaluation information (see Figure G-2) docu- 
mented the time and cost of Implementing the various objectives. 



G-3 

73 



At weekly staff meetings, entries Into the documentation notebook would 
be discussed. A student notebook (see Figure G-3) was also developed 
by the P.A.V.E. staff to document the services performed for each student. 
This student notebook acted as a across reference to the documentation 
notebook. 

Summary of Results 

The results Indicate that 17 of 26 activities were to a large extent 
Implemented. Fou'* of the^actlvltles were partially Implemented, and 
five of the activities were not Implemented. 

Activities: 

I-A-2*>a The parents of special education students will be interviewed 
regarding the needs of their students. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: For 19 of 21 incoming 9th~grade students, a parent 
inter lew was completed. Of the 10th, 11th, and 
12th grade students who were identified as special 
education students during the 1977-78 school year 
4 of 14 parents were interviewed. 

I-A-2-b A pre-school meeting will be scheduled involving the Junior 
high and senior high school resource room teachers to make 
Initial plans for incoming ninth grade special education 
students. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: For 9 of 21 incoming 9th~grade students, a meeting 

was held with the junior high and senior high resource 
room teachers. A meeting was not held if the junior 
high teacher had retired over the summer, or if the 
incoming student attended a junior high school that 
did not offer special education services. 

I-A~2-c A vocational assessment process for high school special education 
students. 

Met?: Yes. ^ 

Evidence: Fourteen of 22 (632) 9th~grade students were given the 
Social Pre-Vocational Information Battery. Twelve of 
22 (54.5%) 9th->grade students were given the Wide . 
Range Interest-Opinion Test. Ten of 13 (76.9%) \ 
llth-grade students were given the McCarron-Dlals 
Work Evaluation System. 

I-A-2-d Special education students will be Interviewed regarding their 
problems and successes in both regular and special education 
classes. Questions will also be asked regarding their present 
needs and post-high school plans. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: During the 1977-78 school yeai*, 8 of "'A students 
were interviewed. 



ERIC 



G-4 



J 

I->A«3 A conference will be held among the Resource Room teacher. 
Counselor, parents, and student to make long range plans 
based on knowledge of the student's strangths and handicapping 
^ conditions. 

Met?: Partially met. 

Evidence: Planning conferences were held for 44 identified spec- 
V ial education students (83Z) . The provision that 

^ counselors attend these meetings was not carried out. 

In general, the students did not attend these meetings. 

I.A~4-a A specific curriculum of vocationally related skills will be 
taught to a minimum of geven special education students per 
quarter. 

Met?: Partially met. 

Evidence: A Pre~Employment Lab was developed and offered during 
y the 1977-78 school year. Five students were enrolled 
and received credit for this course in each of the 
three quarters. 

I-A-4»b An unpaid work training site will be utilized for special educa- 
tion students in the cauipus cafeteria. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: Two students worked in the Cafeteria Work Station 
during the 1977-78 school year. Both of these 
students received certificates of emp3oyability 
co-signed by the principal and the cafeteria manager. 

I-A-4-C An Adaptive Physical Education course will continue to be offered 
to orthopedically handicapped ^^^ecial education students. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: Twenty-six special education students were enrolled 
in the Adaptive Physical Education course during the 
year. 

I-A-S Special Education students will receive information to serve as 
an orientation to the local campus - physical plant, staff, 
policies, and procedures. They will also receive an orientation 
to the P.A.V.E. strategies that will involve them during the 
year . 

Met?; Yes. 

Evidence: An orientation meeting was held at the beginning of 
the 1977-78 school year. Sixteen of 22 (72.7%) of 
the Incoming 9th-grade students attended this session. 

t-A-6-a Monitoring of all special education students* ability to succeed 
in high school will be conducted during each cuarter. 
Met?: Partially met. 

Evidence: The monitoring procedures were Implemented during 
the first and second quarters. The students were 
not monitored during the third quarter. 



ERIC 



G-5 



^5 



I*A»6*b Based on Information found In the student monitoring process » 
an In-depth Review will be conducted by the Local Support 
Team at their discretion. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: An In-depth Review was conducted for 10 special 

education students during the 1977-78 school year. 

X-A-6-C Vocational test results will l>e used during the In-depth 
Reviews so that the information can be a partial base for 
program planning for the student. 
Met?: Partially met. 

Evidence: Vocational testing results were available for 5 of 
the 10 special education students who received 
In-depth Reviews. 

I-A-7-a Evening meetings for parents of identified special education 

students will continue to be held to provide additional infor- 
mation on conmunity resources available to both parents and 
their students. Speakers representing various agencies will 
be invited. 
Met?: . No. 

Evidence: Since a new district policy required parents of 
special education students to attend an Indivi- 
dualized Education Program meeting (lEP) , it was 
decided to not request parents to also attend 
these night meetings. 

I<-A-7-b A series of three Parent Tutoring Sessions will continue to 
be offered to parents of both special education students and 
students referred to the Local Support Team but not identified. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: Five parents attended the first session, 3 parents 
attended the second meeting, and 1 parent attended 
the third meeting. 

I-A-7-C A Parent Handbook to be used during parent interviews will be 
revised and information updated. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: A revised copy of the parent hai ok was sent to 
the parents of 66 special education students. 

I-A-9-a Following a student review, on recommendation of the Local 

Support Team, the regular classroom teachers, resource teacher 
and P.A.V.E. staff will attend a group meeting. 
Met?: No. 

Evidence: The Local Support Team never recommended a Teacher 
Group Meeting during the 1977-78 school year. 
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I.A-9->c A survey of the Austin Independent School District Secondary 
Instructional Coordinators, department heads on each high 
school campus, and all high school resource teachers will be 
conducted to determine the effects of the quarter course study 
on scheduling special education students and the courses 
taught on each high school campus* 
- Met?: No. 

Evidence: Because the quarter course survey conducted in May 
1977 failed^to yield any useful information, it was 
considered imfeaslble to continue this activity for 
this projectiyear. The people surveyed had little 
or no knowledge regarding learning characteristics 
of special education students and, therefore, vere 
unable to provide data on which courses would be 
most appropriate for these students. Furthermore, 
the courses offered on each campus differ in format, 
and to some degree, content, thus making it impos- 
sible to make Judgments or draw conclusions es to 
the most appropriate course route for special educa- 
tion students. 



A Resource Bank of commercially produced and teacher-made 
materials and other products designed for special education 
students will continue to be maintained. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: At a pre-school workshop, school personnel terifc"* 
informed about the materials resource^ bank4R^^ 
this time, the procedures for checking o«tt and 
evaluating materials were reviewed* a reference 
system was developed showing the appropriateness 
of the respective materials for specific courses 
and/or handicapping conditions. 

y 

I-A-ll-a An inservice program will be continued to meet the needs of 

regular classroom teachers serving special education students. 
Met? : Yes. 

Evidence: There were two inservice programs during the 1977-78 
school ,year. Twelve regular classroom teachers were 
selected to participate in the inservice program held 
during the 2nd quarter, and another 12 teachers parti- 
cipated in the program during the 3rd quarter. Four 
consultants were hired to work with these teachers 
for the duration of the quarter in which the inservice 
was held. 

I-A-ll-b To provide training to local campus personnel iu the area of 
vocational assessment )f special education students. 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: Training was provided for the resource room teachers 
in the administration of the Socia"!: Pre-Vocational 
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-^flfornatlon Battery and the Wide Range Interest 
^ Opinion Test. The Vocational Adjustment Coordlna- f 

tor assigned to the local caapus «as sent to an 
out of town workshop for training In the McCarron 
Dials Work Evaluation System* 

I-A-ll~c To provide training to local campus personnel in the teaching 
of the Pre-employment Lab curriculum* 
Met?: Yes. 

Evidence? The vocational/occupational coordinator for Project 
P.A.V.E. co~ taught the Pre-enployment Lab curriculum 
with the resource teacher during the Ist qtiarter, 
and provided consultation services to the resource 
teachers during the 2nd and 3rd quarters. 

I>A'-ll*d To provide training to local campus personnel in the operation 
of the Cafeteria Work Station. 

Met?: Yes. ' 

Evidence: In the fall of 1977 > the local campus was. assigned a 
new cafeteria manager. The principal asked that no 
. students be placed into the Cafeteria Work Station 
until the second quarter. During the 1st qtiarter* 
P.A.V.E. staff met with the manager on several 
occasions to discuss how t^e CWS functioned last 
year, and how it would function this year. Two 
students were assigned to the CWS during the 2nd 
and 3rd quarter. 

I-A-ll~e To provide training to local campus personnel (regular grade 
level counselors and vocational counselor) in the areas of 
counseling with special education students and parents of 
special education students. 
Met?: No. 

Evidence: The counselors were not Involved in the Program 
Planning Conferences. 

I-A-12 Information will be gathered from students who have dropped 
•* out of Travis High School. 

Met?: Yes. 

Evidence: A cumulative list of drop-outs was kept. Seventeen 
students (8 special education students and 9 regular 
students) who dropped out were Interviewed. 

I-B-7 Training will be provided to the Parent/Student Coordinator 
to facilitate the successful implementation of strategle9\ 
I-A-7 a, b, c. 
Met?: No, 

Evidence: The project was unable to locate an appropriate 

training facility to meet the needs of the Parent/ 
Student Coordinator. 
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P.;A.V.E. has documented the time it took to complete many of the activl- 
tjL9B of the 1977'- 78 school year. This is presented below: 



I-A-2«a The parent interview requ»ed approximately 2 hours per student. 
This Included: a) W^i^ J^^r transportation time to and 'from 
home* b) 1/2 hour for the Interview itself, and c) 1 hour 
arranging the meeting, /verifying address, etc. 
Staff Time: I 52 hours by one staff member. 

School Time: I 0 

I-A-2-b The Juni^ hlgh-senlQT high conference requires approximately « 
15 mlnvrt^'for each Student. 

Staff^ rime: A8 hours for one staff member 

School Time: 11 hours (4 hours for the 2 resource 

teachers at Travis and 1 hour for 
the 3 resource teachers from the 
feeder schools. 

I-A-2-C The administration of the Wide Range Interests-Opinion Test 

requires approximately 1 hour per student. The administration 
of the Social Pre-Vocatlonal Information Battery requires 
approximately 3 hours for a group of 4 students. 
Staff Time: 32 hours for one staff member. 

School Time: 0 

I-A-2-d The student interview requires approximately 1/2 hour per 
student. 

Staff Time: 8 hours for one staff member. 

School Time: 0 

I-A-3 The Planning Conference requires approximately 1 hour for each 
student for both one member of the project staff and the 
student's resource room teacher. 

Staff Time: 44 hours by one staff member. 

School Time: 44 hours by the resource room teachers. 

\ 

I-A~3 . The student orientation was held at the beginning of the school 
I ; year with all staff members participating. 
\ Staff Time: 15 hours for four staff members. 

V School Time: 0 



I-A-6-a Student Monitoring requires approximately 44 hours per quarter 
of the project staff's time and approximately 5 minutes of the 
teachers'' time per student. 

Staff Time: 88 hours f<ir the staff. 

School Time: 13 hours fokx^e regular teachers. 
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Strategy 



Description: 
Rationale: 

Procedures: 



Time Changes/reasonCs) 



STRATEGY REVIEW 



Number 



Time Line: 



Strategy Review 



Recommendations based on 
problems encountered, ease of 
Implementations* etc* 



Procedural changes/reason (s) 



Figure G-1. STRATEGY REVIEW 
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EVALUATION INFORMATION 



\ 



Time required to iUDtpldaent activity: . 
Project Staff " i i_ 



Local school "campus persr rel 



8t to implement activity: 
Consultants 

Materials 

Release Time 

Other 



Total Actual Cost $ 
Original Estimates: 

Staff Time 
Other expenses 
Total Budgeted* Cost $ 



Time/cost estimate for schools Implementing activity without 
project staff — -p. 



Number of students 



^ote: 



participating! Number eligible 

special education* teachers * , 

regular teachers 

other 



Figure G-2. EVALUATION INFORMATION 
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STUDENT NOTEBOOK 






Student 




Claasiflcatlon 






Educatlotuil Arrangement 




Grade 






Grades: 1 Attendance: 1 


Discipline: 


1 




2 


2 




2 




3 


3 




3 




Dat&/Reason for Withdrawal 


Activities: 

Student Interview 
Jr»-Sr» Conference 
Vocaticiml Testing: 
SPIB 










WRIOT 










McCarron Dials 










GATB 










Planning Conference 










Sp. Ed. Interventions: 
1. 










! 2. 








3. 








In-ydepth Reviews: 
/ 1. 








2. 










3. 










LST/ARD Actions 












Parental Involvetrent : 
i Parent Meetings 
1 Parent Handbook 
j lEP Meeting 
i Home VUit 
I Parent Survev 



Figure G-3. STUDENT NOTEBOOK 
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